December 13, 2002

Robert Gross, Esg.

Legal Services Corporation
750 1% N. E. — 10" Floor
Washington, DC 20002-4250

Dear Bob:

As previously discussed, herewith New Jersey’s state “plan,” in the form of a
discussion draft. As| advised you by phone some time ago, since New Jersey’s planning
process covers arange broader than that of the LSC, your seven-art format was too
constricting for us. | trust you will be ableto find all of the salient information.

I look forward to discussing thiswith you. It is, asthey say, a piece of work. Lest
there be any doubt, | am the contact person for this process.

Be well.

Sincerely,

Melville D. Miller, Jr.
President
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PART ONE
INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

In 1994, Legal Services programsin New Jersey, under the leadership of Legal Services
of New Jersey (LSNJ), initiated a comprehensive statewide andysis of every aspect of
their work in providing legal assistance to low-income people. Termed the statewide
planning and reengineering process, its first phase resulted in sweeping changesin Legal
Services delivery structure and approach, detailed in the report that appears as
Attachment 1 to thisdocument.

Now, in 1998, L SNJ has begun the second phase of this process. This discussion draft
constitutes the work product of an initial intensive round of analysis, consultations and
meetings with scores of affected parties, and proposes a specific plan for adion for athree
year period ending in December 2001. The report is offered in the form of adiscussion
draft, for comment by and discussion with Legd Services partners and stakeholders
during the fall of thisyear. The final plan will be adopted in December. Duringthis
consultation phase, comments and reactions will be sought from parties and organizations
concerned with the work of Legal Services, committed to the vision of equal justice for
all, or generdly involved with people of low or moderate incomes. Pending this
consultation, implementation will begin on a number of projects remaining uncompleted
from the Phase | plan or otherwise requiring immediate attention. After completion of the
Phase |1 Plan thisfall, thisimplementation will continue throughout the next three years.
It is anticipated that, in 2000, preparations can begin for the next planning phase.

Background To This Document

Legal Services programsin New Jersey have along history of statewide planning efforts
and overall coordination. With regard to statewide planning, there have been several high
points, beginning with the decision in 1972 to organize and incorporate LSNJ as an
umbrella corporation and coordinating vehicle for the stat€'s Lega Services programs. In
1974, the decision was made to fund LSNJ through dues from local programs, in order to
hire staff to launch a newsletter and conduct other coordination activities on amore
systematic basis. In 1979-1980, L SNJ conducted a comprehensive qualitative analysis of
all substantive areas of clients' legal problems, culminating in afive-year plan to guide
representation and advocacy. Thiswas followed by a 1981 examination of the
desirability of completely reorganizing Legal Servicesin New Jersey, including
specifically the possibility of consolidation into a single statewide program. This 1981
process led to reorganization of LSNJ, discarding its prior board consisting of Legal

Servi ces staff, and replacing it with anew board composed entirely of outside trustees. In
1987, L SNJ published the results of a comprehensive two-year socia science study of the
legal needs of the poor in New Jersey, to help guide program resource allocation,
priorities and representation in the years to come.



Finally, in 1994-1995, L SNJ coordinated a new statewide planning and reengineering
effort, the most comprehensive since 1981, to examine all areas of Legal Services work
and operations, targeting certain key areas and projects for fundamental change and
improvement. The final 1995 report onthe plan for Phasel is Attachment 1 to this
document, and the September 1998 status report on the progress to date in implementing
the Phase | plan is Attachment 2.

Apart from statewide analysis and planning, New Jersey has, through LSNJ, long
coordinated many major aspects of Legal Services' operations. A full description of these
efforts appears in Part Two of this document.

Further impetus to Phase || comes from the national Legal Services Corporation (LSC),
still the largest single funding source for indigent civil legal assistance in the country asa
whole. (In New Jersey the LSC is a significant source, but supplies only some 16% of
New Jersey Legal Services total funding.) In early 1998 the L SC required its grantees to
engage in anew statewide planning effort, broadening and updating analysis from a
similar process that it had required in 1995.

In undertaking this new statewide planning and reengineering effort, participating New
Jersey Legal Servicesprograms wereguided by asingular, entirely client-centered focus:
to increase the quantity of resources used for client services, as well as their effectiveness
and to achieve enhanced outcomes for clients.

Description and Soope of the Planning and Reengineering Process

As the entity responsible for coordinating New Jersey’ s Legal Services system aswdl as
its principal funding conduit, LSNJ convened Phase |1 of the planning and reengineering
process in early 1998. With their client-centered focus, New Jersey programs are
committed to reexamining on aregular basis the effectiveness of their effortsto achieve
Legal Services mission. This second phase was expressly contemplated in the final
Phase | report. This discussion draft has been approved for release by the LSNJ Board.
Many key tenets have been preliminarily discussed with representatives of state
government, the judiciary, and the New Jersey State Bar Association, and further
consultation will be carried on throughout the fall with these key partners and other
interested parties, among them specialty bar associations, county bars, law schools, public
interest legal organizations, and representatives of the major in-state funding sources, the
State of New Jersey and the IOLTA Fund of the Bar of New Jersey. At the direction of
the LSNJ Board, and in recognition of New Jersey Legal Services role as the core of the
effort to provideindigents with legal assistance in dvil mattersin New Jersey, the first
priority of this document is to identify the steps necessary to enhance the coordination,
effectivenessand efficiency of that core Legal Servicessystem. The next priority isto
identify steps and strategies to integrate that core system with awider network of partners
involved in some form of civil legal assistance and the quest for equal justice.

This document has & least three aud ences. an intemal Legal Services audience(asa
master plan for Legal Servicesin this state for the next three years); an external New
Jersey audience (as an explanation of our system, vision, mission, and ultimately
justification, and an indication of how we seek to work with — and receive support from —
key partnersin the years ahead); and an external national audience (Congress and the

L SC, communicaing the coherency and competence of the New Jersey system). This
document also serves as a master plan for LSNJ.

Organization of This Document




Part Two of this document describes New Jersey’ sstatewide Legal Services system,
including its mission, history, structure, key characteri stics, and general satus. It
concludes with a detailed assessment of strengthsin and challenges faced by the
statewide system. Part Three then articulatesa new statewide vision for Legal Servicesin
the state, details the key characteristics of an integrated statewide system, and itemizes
the specific steps and changes to be pursued during the next reengineering period (late
1998 through 2001). Thislisting of changes and steps includes, where applicable,
indication of necessary roles for non-Legal Services partners and organizations.

PART TWO
NEW JERSEY'S LEGAL SERVICES SYSTEM

Mission

Legal Services missionin New Jersey historically has been to achieve its vision of
affording the greatest possible degree of access to essential civil legal aid for
economically disadvantaged people who cannot secure a lawyer on their own, and
through that legal aid to secure for them equal justice, both substantive and procedural.
It is clear that the core, root political consensus which supports funding of civil lega
assistance to indigents comes from a sense of fair play, and aconviction that somehow
society shoud address important basic legal needs of individuals. Past opinion polls
suggest a mgjority, and fairly deeply held, public accord on thisvision. Consequently, at
bottom Legal Services corevision and mission cannot deviate significantly from this
accord, and the program must continue to maintain principal focus on meeting these basic
needs. Any other course will drain majoritarian public support. At the same time,
conducting this basic representation in the most effective and efficient way inevitably
compels Legal Servicesto pursue complementary actions, most particularly legal
representation which tends to help rebuild impoverished, deteriorated communities, and
which addresses in a single forum or legal action recurrent problems which repeat
themselves hundreds and thousands of times in cases involving low-income people.
Moreover, Legal Servicesmust place specid emphasis on representation which actually
secures fair outcomes for clients, and which protects and enforces their legal rights. All
of these activities — and emphases — are essential if disadvantaged individuals are to
believe and participate in our ordered legal processes for resolving disputes.

To achieve this core mission, thereare at |least three distinct corollaies, also ultimatdy
part of the overdl mission statement:

Legal Servicesmust function as a concerted, coherent, closely coordinated legal
assistance delivery system, using all available resources as efficiently and effectively
as possible, to achieve its vision.

Legal Services must develop the resources necessary to achieve this vision.

Legal Services must incorporate the views of its service consumers and key partners, as
appropriate to their experience, stake and role, in making major decisions about how

to design and implement its system of services.

Overview of the Statewide Legal Services System in New Jersey

History

Initially Legal Services programs grew up in the mid-1960's on a county-by-county basis,
typically where there were supportive bar |eaders or local community organizations. In a
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number of cases, these new programs merged with and supplanted preexisting county bar
association legal aid societies. Many Legal Services programs began as part of OEO-
funded community action corporations, later splitting and becoming independent. Since
the mid-1970's, all county Legal Servicesprograms have been independent non-profit
corporations, not part of or affiliated with any other community organization. Each has
its own board of trustees, a majority of whom are lawyers appointed by the local county
bar association.

Statewide coordination of these separate county programs began later in the 1960's,
coordinated first by the State Office of Legal Services within the state Department of
Community Affairs, then by an informal project direcors group in 1971-1972, by the
New Jersey Legal Services Association in 1973, and thereafter by LSNJ, starting later that
year (LSNJ had been organized ayear earlier, in 1972). New Jersey has thus had along —
and strong — history of statewide coordination going back three decades, through LSNJ
and its staff, task forces, statewide training, newsletters, legd and administrative support,
fundraising and other work. Local program staff participateactively inand support these
activities. Since 1973 Legal Searvices has spoken with a unified voice through L SNJ to
the judiciary, Legislature, Governor and executive branch, and is perceived by each asa
unified system, an enormous strength.

The various growth and retrenchment periods have each in turn tended to further
strengthen this systematic coordination. During the expansion period from 1976 to 1979,
New Jersey put substantial resources into increasing LSNJ s staff. Then, during the
1981-1983 retrenchment phase, L SNJ was called upon to coordinate the planning
response and the quest for new resources. This emphasis on securing state level
restoration and expansion funding continued through the remainder of the 1980’ s and
1990's.



Description of thepresent New Jersey system.

Legal Services total statewide funding of $29 million annually comes from a diversity of
sources — a true partnership. The largest share, $10.5 million (36%), comes from the state,
nearly matched by $9.8 million (33.7%) from IOLTA funds. Another $4.5 million comes
from the LSC, $1.27 million from counties and other units of government, and nearly $1
million from private sources. All funding available on a statewide basis to support direct
services by local programsis allocated according to an equal-dollars-per- poor-person
formula, except for a historical premium to the smallest four programs to maintain viable
officesin the five counties they serve. Given IOLTA’s prominence as the source of one-
third of Legal Services funding, the entire state system is now under the cloud raised by
theinitia United States Supreme Court decision in Washington Legal Foundation v.
Phillips. While objective legal analysis strongly indicates that IOLTA programs are
constitutional, there is obviously no certainty as to how the decision will go.
Consequently, it isimperative tha state sources be prepared to replace thisfundingif itis
lost, and that key state partners be prepared to support that replacement.

Legal Services represented over 43,000 indigent New Jerseyansin 1998, and has
represented nearly 1.3 million since the program’ s inception. Hundreds of thousands
more received assistance through self-help materials, preventive legd education and pro
per clinics. With the advent of the new statewide legal hotline, these figures will be even
higher in 1998. Based on past figures, over one-third of these will be housing cases, one-
fifth will be family matters, another one-fifth will involve problems with governmental
income maintenance programs, and fifteen percent will deal with consumer i ssues. In
particular geographical areas, however, there is often significant variation. For example,
more densely urban counties generally have a higher proportion of housing cases, and
some counties have much higher concentrations of entitlement problems,

Asasystem, Legal Services programs provide afull range of services. L SC-funded local
programs provide the bulk of the direct representation in maost types of cases. LSNJ,
which receivesno federal LSC funding by dint of a 1995 Congressional decision, is able
to provide a substantial amount of representation in types of cases which cannot be
handled by L SC-funded grantees. LSNJis also able to provide representation and a
presence before the Legislature and state administrative agencies.

New Jersey’s 14 local programs have full-timeofficesin 20 of the state’'s 21 counties,
and three counties actually have two office sites within their borders. Asindicated by the
funding premium described above, New Jersey Legal Services haslong placed great
importance on having a physical presence — a full-time office —in every county, in order
to enhance client access in a state which does not have a good public transportation
infrastructure (except within and between certain urban areas). The location of programs
and offices, as well as a more in-depth description of various aspects o the state system,
can be found in “Providing Essential Legal Aid,” Attachment 3 to this document. LSNJ' s
coordinati ng rol e is multifaceted: it acts as funder, fundraiser, and support center. It
engages in mgor case advocacy; provides direct representation in caseswhere it is best
carried out or coordinated statewide, or where funds are only available on a statewide
basis; provides thevehicle for statewide accountability for the Legal Servicessystem;
represents Legal Services at the state level; conducts research and analysisin delivery and
substantive areas; provides leadership; and serves as a catalyst for innovation and
improvement.

External reference points for understanding Legal Services' statusin New Jersey
New Jersey’s Legal Services system is unlike that of any other state. The degree of
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coordination and structured collaboration, while still preserving the benefits of autonomy
in independent local programs, is not matched elsewhere. New Jersey programs have
developed and maintained a very substantial amount of local funding — roughly 8% of the
statewide total. The smallest programs have typically been the most successful in this
regard. At the sametime, the combination of New Jersey’s state level funding through
state appropriaions and IOLTA also is unmatched nationally, and stems from its dose
coordination and unified voice through LSNJ. This state level funding also gains strong
support from the local programs’ close ties with many county bar associations and
communities. New Jersey is an extremdy strong home rul e state, with much authority —
and pride — relegated to its some 567 municipalities and 21 counties. Legal Services
unique balance of tight statewide coordination and decentralized program structure
historically appears to have worked well here.

Four of New Jersey’s programs — Hunterdon, Warren, Somerset-Sussex and Morris, are
the four smallest nationally in terms of L SC funding, leading to considerable national
pressure on them over the yearsto consider consolidation. On the other hand, if one
looks at total funding, Hunterdon is 12" , Warren 19", Somerset-Sussex 68" and Morris
70" from the smallest, amajor difference. Even more dramatic, and perhaps
demonstrating the importance of alocal presencein local fundraisng, when looking only
at funding from other than federal, state or IOLTA sources (essentially this means |ocal
funding), Warren isnow 71st from the bottom, Morris 77", Somerset-Sussex 82", and
Hunterdon 125", This information naturally leads to concern on the part of LSNJ about
the wisdom of forced tampering with the current program configuration — at least from
the perspective of ability to raise more local resources.

One other aspect of Legal Services current status bears mention — the national situation.
The LSC’s annual strugglesin Congress continue, but seemingly with less drama, and
perhaps lessrisk. Infact, LSC funding has remained relatively constant since the 1995
cuts, and there is no clear evidence that this pattern will change markedly in the near
future. Opposition to Legal Services within the Beltway has actually become entrenched
and institutionalized, through a small propaganda machine called the “National Legal and
Policy Center” which appears to focus exclusively on Legal Services, and is not known
for its veracity or balance. On the other hand, thereis no indication that such eforts are
having any real effect. At the same time, the discouraging and constricting new wave of
restrictions that were placed on LSC funding and granteesin 1995 reman in full force,
and despite their negative impact in actual practice (causing great inefficienciesin the
way applicants for service must be processed and referred) and principle (denial of
essential and fundamental legal assistance to somewho need it), no signs suggest their
imminent repeal.

Assessment of the New Jersey Legal Servicessystem and programs
Strengths to be continued and built upon

Statewide fundraising (IOLTA, State, private Campaign for Justice). New
Jersey’s IOLTA fundingfor Legal Servicestypically ranksfirst or second in
the country and direct statefunding is also first. The annual staewide private
fundraising effort, the Campaign for Justice, is oneof the most successful in
the country.

Statewide reputation, respect and credibility. As recently restated on a number of
occasions by New Jersey’s Chief Justice Deborah Poritz, the Legal Services
system in New Jersey is viewed as an essential and fundamental part of the



justice system, a core capacity supporting a critical measure of accessto legal
processes and just resolution of disputes and grievances.

State bar support. For decades theNew Jersey State Bar Associaion has given its
strong, unswerving support as it spoke and worked in favor of funding
preservation and increases, and against limitation or restriction of Legal
Services effortsto assist clients. This support has been the determining factor
in Lega Services past successin securing state and IOLTA funding.

Locally rooted. New Jersey' s configuration, with a baseline of 14 county or
multi-county programs, appears to have been a key factor in many counties
encouraging significant local bar support. Thislocal presence, described
earlier, appears also to have been amajor factor encouragng in many
localities contributions from local funders (counties, United Ways, Titlelll
agencies, mental health boards, etc.), as well as good working relaionships
with the judiciary. A seriesof documents relating to New Jersey' s
configuration gppears as Attachments 5 through 9to this document.

Statewide training. A tradition in New Jersey since LSNJ started statewide
training eventsin the 1970’ s, the LSNJ annual training and seminar calendar
is now the most extensive in the country, with basic and advanced substantive,
skills and procedure training, and other staff workshops, which consumed
more than 70 training days in 1997.

Major state advocacy presence. Principally through LSNJ, Legal Serviceshas a
presence in most major matters affecting low-income people. Important locd
program staff cases are buttressed through LSNJ amicus work when
significant issues are involved. Asthe New Jersey Legal Services program
which receives no L SC funding, and thus is not encumbered by the myriad
L SC restrictions, LSNJ also engages in representation beforelegisative and
administrative forums when matters involving the recurrent legal problems of
the poor are involved, in order to make the most efficient use of Legal
Services' resources.

Statewide information dissemination to Legal Services programs, community
organizations, service providers and low-income people. LSNJ publishes
several community legal handbooks, arange of sdf-help materials, and
monthly community and Legal Services newsletters, and hasinitiated a
comprehensive Web page, with both public and private sections, including a
“Researchnet” link to LSNJ s new electronic library. 1t also has just written
the second edition of a 400-plus page guide to New Jersey law, which has
been distributed to libraries and schools all over the state.

Statewide legd coordination and support. Through its longstandingtask forces,
and telephone, electronic and in-person communication with LSNJ staff, as
well as an experienced network of local program case handlers from around
the state, Legal Services provides extensive support in complex or difficult
cases. In addition to providing on the spot advice, LSNJ staff also conduct
research, review drafts, help secure and channel advice from national and
other state sources, and provide other help. Finally, in appropriate difficult or
major cases L SNJ staff are also available to co-counsel with local program
staff.

Statewide techndogy infrastructure. One of the major produds of the last
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reengineering and planning process has been implementation of a massive
statewide Legal Services technology installation and upgrade, as described in
more detail in Attachment 2. This initiaive has created great capahilities to
support Legal Services work: all Legal Services staff have desktop access to
statewide e-mail (through a hard-wired wide area network), theInternet,
Westlaw online research (unlimited hours), and LSNJ' s statewide electronic
law library. In addition, a technology reserve for future statewide acquisitions
and upgrades has been set aside.

Statewide management and technical assistance, and administrative coordination.
For many years LSNJ has coordinated a flow of information about a host of
administrative tasks and issues, in an effort to promote efficiency and redirect
more resources to client service. Examples are health and dental insurance (at
one point LSNJ ran a statewide health insurance plan for some 18 years, and
still coordinates a statewide dental plan), bulk purchasing (past studies have
not shown this to be cost-effective, but it is periodically reexamined),
insurance, major equipment purchases (providing prior review, advice and
approval), statewide salary comparability studies and recommended guides,
and like undertakings. LSNJ staff also provide telephonic, electronic and in-
person assistance in response to requests for help.

Statewide accountability framework. LSNJisthe mgjor funding conduit for New
Jersey Legal Services programs, currently more than $18 million is distributed
by LSNJto local programs through subgrants. Even beforeit assumed this
role in amajor way, L SNJ was coordinating site evaluations of locd
programs, and these efforts have increased measurably over the past decade.
To facilitate thiswork, in the early 1990’ s L SNJ drafted “ Performance
Criteria’ for local programs, for use in self-assessment and outside
evaluations. These criteriawere subsequently adopted for useat the national
level by the LSC. LSNJ also coordinates annual statewide reviews of
performance data.

Pro bono coordination. Inthe early 1980’s, during theformative years of formal
pro bono programsin Legal Services, LSNJ coordinated program design, form
implementation, policy development, and similar issues for what was
essentially a completely decentrdized pro bono system, in which
responsibility for operation was ultimately |eft to county-level Lega Services
programs and bar associations. Mare recently, LSNJ has taken the lead, in
conjunction with key corporate partners (most notably Merck, aswell as
AT&T and Lucent), in devel oping innovative corporate counsel pro bono
programs, in which corporate steff partner with LSNJ and one or more county
Legal Services offices. These efforts have created national models.

Developing specialized statewide pro bono panels. In addition to the activity just
described, within the last few years L SNJ has begun to supplement local
program pro bono recruiting efforts by developing statewide specialty panels,
to increase visihility and attract lawyers with specialized interests.

Initiation of statewide legal hotline and integrated intake system. The statewide
legal hotline was begun in August 1997 (first in a pilot phase, with aformal
rollout inMay 1998). Thetdl free hatline number, 1 —888 LSNJLAW,
enables clientsto pursue a*“multi-door” set of access options, with a choice of
contacting LSNJ or local programs, either way being referred to the most
appropriate service provider for the most appropriate form of assistance.
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L SNJ operates the statewide hotline in part so that an unrestricted service
provider will hande the first point of access calls, ensuring that all digible
callerswill be able to receive at least advice specific to their situation, along
with any rdevant self-help materials, without limiting this service to certain
types of clients and problems.

Major challengesto be addressed

The overall chdlenge for the next three years, asit alwaysis, will be to provide quality
legal assistance to as many people as possible, closing the enormous gap between the
need for legd help and Legal Services cagpacity to provideit, in away that ensures clients
recel ve such essential lega aid services as are necessary to secure equd justice. In
addition, as noted earlier, the national threat to IOLTA is of transcendent importance to
New Jersey, since that source represents one-third of Legal Services total funding in the
state. Within thisframework, New Jersey Legal Services major challenges for the next
planning period, through the end of 2001, include:

Adopting a new, transformative statewide vision of 100% access to essential civil
legal aid for indigents with significant legal problems.

Achieving full utilization of the power of our technological infrastructure.

Closely coordinating with the court system as it shifts to a technology-based
system of operation.

Developing statewide standardized case handling and administrative practices to
achieve effidencies.

Avoiding any unwarranted duplication of effort that potentially could result from
the current configuration of programs, through further initiatives in the areaof
structured collaboration, as well as further, ongoing analysis of whether, at
least in particular areas of the state, the benefits of formal program
consolidation outweigh the detriments.

Developing a more descriptive, comprehensive and uniform method of reporting
the full range of programs’ legal assistance activities and client benefits and
outcomes, going beyond mere case numbers.

Updating the Performance Criteriafor programs, including norms and ranges for
cases and other services.

Achieving similar treatment, service and outcomes for clients statewide,
regardless of where they live, except wheredifferences are required by specid
purpose local funding or special priority local legal problems identified
through a standard statewide needs assessment, and these differences compel
focusing resources on one type of problem at the expense of providing
equivalent levels of service for others.

Developing, consistent with the preceding paragraph, uniform statewide policies
and proceduresfor cross-county referrals, conflicts, and out of state applicants
for service.

Finding new, more efficient approaches for addressing on a broader scale
recurrent, repetitious and costly legal problems and casetypes, including
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adequate representational capacity in alternative forums, such as the
legislature and administrative agencies, where such recurrent problems can be
addressed more efficiently. Such representation would, asin the past, be
conducted by L SNJ and would useabsolutely no LSC or local program funds.

Preserving IOLTA funding, and if unsuccessful replacing lost IOLTA dollars
through additional state funding.

Expanding Legal Services private funding base statewide.

Seeking, to the extent possible, better utilization of and coordination with non-
Legal Serviceslegal assistance providers, to form a moreeffective and
efficient statewide legal assistance web, which, subject to the differing
missions of participating organizations, forms an integrated delivery nework.

Expanding volunteer efforts to supplement Legal Services' activities.

Completion of the development of atruly integrated and coordinated statewide
intake process, following certain basic tenets concerning convenience and
responsivenessto clients, which meets the requirements of confidentid ity.

Developing a coordinated statewide outreach and community legal education
program, for greater efficiency and effectiveness, using al new technological
forms of access that are available and feasible.

Effectively addressing any program management issues that impair the effective
or efficient functioning of programs.

Improving coordination of major statewide legal work.

Increasing efforts to address the major problems and issues impeding retention of
capable and experienced program staff, particularly professionals, including
management prablems, the need to achieve and maintan salary and benefit
levels comparable to state and other public interest legal employers (which
includes the need to analyze the impact of ever-inflating private sector
salaries, and dealing with the results of that analysis), considering means of
addressing the problem of huge law school loans, strategies to combat
burnout, and career professiond development.

Beginning to develop new leadership for the next Legd Services generation, and
achieving greater diversity in that leadership.

Improving local program pro bono involvement and procedures.

Developing a coordinated, non-duplicative statewide approach to staff
recruitment.

Integrating statewide training events with structured follow-up on thejob at the
local program level, for maximum effectiveness.

Through the new vision of 100% access and other steps, reenergize the corps of

Legal Services staff and providers and infuse the program statewide with a
new sense of energy, purpose, excitement, and commitment.
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PART THREE
NEXT STEPS FOR LEGAL SERVICESIN NEW JERSEY

The Vision
Asthe hub of the civil legal assistance system in New Jersey, Legal Services must

articulate and embrace a new vision for the 21* century, emphasizing access for all to our
society’s system for dispensing justice:

Lega Services must function as a closely integrated, coordinated, non-duplicative
and effective core statewide delivery system, at the hub of a broader,
coordinated delivery network, aweb of civil legal assistance providers. The
efforts of Legal Services and this wider web must be dedicated to affording
economically disadvantaged people 100% access to essential civil legal aid,
provided in whatever form is most appropriate for their particular legal
problem and situation, for all significant civil legal problems (meaning all
problems which are not trivia or frivolous). Economically disadvantaged
clients must be ableto receive services from somewhere within the Legal
Services statewide system, without regard to the type of case, the type of
service needed, or the particular characteristics or status of the client.
Restrictions based upon negative views toward certain categories of clients, or
certain types of legal problems or situations, must not be imposed on L egal
Services work.

Lega Servicesresources must be targeted, insofar as possible, to achieve the
greatest measure of equal justice, both substantive and procedurd, for its
clients and economically disadvantaged people.

Necessary Characteristics of an Integrated Statewide Legal Services Delivery System

In Phase | of the reengineering process, Legal Services of New Jersey adopted a set of
fundamental characteristics defining what would constitute an integrated, coordinated,
efficient Legal Services delivery system in New Jersey. These charecteristics were
updated in January 1998, and appear as Attachment 4 of this document. They constitute
the overall franework for our planning and reengineering eforts. Many of these

obj ectives have d ready been achieved in New Jersey.
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Specific Steps and Changes To Be Pursued During the Next Reengineering Period (late
1998 through 2001)

Subject to available resources, and to the need for all programsto achieve
reasonabl e balance in the scope and types of savicesthey providein the light of available
resources, Legal Servicesin New Jersey must:

Embrace the new statewide vision for the future of Legal Services, and adopt
consistent local mission statements.

Analyze the full extent and nature of the unmet need for essential civil legal aid for
economi cal ly di ssdvantaged peopl ein New Jersey.

L SNJ must undertake a new statewide study of need and the scopeof existing
servicesin New Jersey, updating the 1979-80 and 1986 studies. This effort
should include design and implementation of a new statewide comprehensive
study of the legal needs of the poor, including their utilization of lawyers or
other intermediaries to resolve legal problems; development of an interim
standardized legal needs assessment approach in the fall of 1998, for use by
local programs pending completion of the comprehensive study; and
supplementing the comprehensive needs study with a thorough and systematic
gualitative analysis of substantive problems, available representation (legal and
non-legal resources), and possible legal approaches to unaddressed needs and
issues, culminatingin an additional LSNJ report. Thisandysis must also
include consideration of possible alternative methods for resolving disputes
satisfactorily and achieving equal justice.

Specific products will include:

Substanti)ve area analysis (completed in stages during
1999).

New major assessment of unmet need and approachesto it
(completion by end of 1999).

Development of a standardized need assessment approach
for local programs (to be completed by late fall 1998,
and then reviewed and revised on an ongoing basis).

Improve the quantity, efficiency, quality and efectiveness of services.

Thislist generdly tracks the “challenges’ section set out earlier in this
document, and describes processes and efforts that will be undertaken. Where
particular time frames are applicable or specific products will result, they are
noted. It beas emphasis that these steps and this ertire plan assume arelatively
stable level of Legal Services funding throughout the period. If IOLTA funding
islost, and not immediately replaced, the entire statewide plan will have to be
revised.

Achieving full utilization of technology

Conducting an intensive new statewide computer training phase — late
1998 and early 1999.

Instituting a program of periodic visits to local programs to assess the
effectiveness of their use of technology — throughout period.
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Developing computerized intake questionnaires and case handling
protocols — throughout period.

Coordinating closely with the courts, especially for pro per clients, asthe
judiciay movestoward ever greater use of technology —
throughout period.

Continuing, through the statewide technology reserve fund, to upgrade and
utilize innovations inavailable technology to improve services,
including exploration of voice recognition software, video
conferencing, imaging, and any other promising approaches.

Improving eficiency, avoiding any unwarranted duplication of effort that could
result from the current program configuration, and continuing to consider
forms of additional structured collaboration among programs, on both a
statewide and aregional basis, as well as additiond formal mergers.
Specific steps should include:

Developing standardized statewide best case handling and administrative
practices and other coordinationto achieve efficiencies. Thiswill
be an ongoing effort through the period. For case handling, LSNJ
staff will work with the task forcesto develop checklists,
protocols, and necessary supporting materials. Development of
administrative best practices and other coordination will be carried
out through updating the L SNJ clearinghouse for administrative
policies; providing LSNJ guidance and analysis on key personnel
and benefits polides; retaining astatewide employment lawyer so
that programs will receive consistent, standardized advice, at
substantially reduced fees; updating the statewide salary
comparability study; continuing to use and explore savings from
joint purchasing of insurance, fringe benefits, supplies, and
equipment; and other similar activities.

Through LSNJ, continuing to facilitate analysis of structured regional or
statewide collaborations, such as sharing of new staff (potentially
investigators, social workers, experienced litigation supervisors
specialized casehandlers), regonal or statewidejoint projects
(such as bankruptcy representation), and the like. Where relevant,
some regional collaborations may be based on similar regiond
legal needs — ongoing throughout period.

Finding new and more efficient waysto deal with recurrent, repetitious
and costly substantive legal problems, including adequate
representational capacity in alternative forums, such asthe
legislature and administrative agencies, where such recurrent
problems can be addressed more efficiently — ongoi ng.

Through LSNJ, continuing analysisin selected parts of the state regarding
whether formal consolidation of some programs is necessary and
desirable as the best path to achieve greater efficiency and
effectiveness. A summary of efforts to consider the desirability of
consolidation during the 1995 — 1998 period is Attachment 5 to
this document, and the factors, framework, principles and
requirements for considering any such formal merger appear as
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Attachments 6, 7, 8 and 9, respectively.

Analyzing, with the help of a consultant, consolidation of some or all
financia operations statewide, and considering the desirability of
and efficiencies associated with installation of a uniform statewide
computerized acoounting package in Windows — analysis
completed by end of 1998; next steps dependent on findings.

More closely coordinate Legd Serviceswork in mgor cases, by:

adhering to a statewide system of discussion of contemplated

major local program cases (appedls, affirmative actions) with
the designated experienced L SNJ staff, as well as other
experienced case handlers, prior to filing (except in the
extremely rare circumstances when emergent circumstances
completely preclude such discussion), and by continuing to
keep LSNJinformed as such cases proceed, so that LSNJ can
perform both advisory and clearinghouse functions — ongoing.

Enhancing the current system, coordinated through LSNJ, of broad
and coordinated sharing of legal information, together with
discussion of potertial approachesand strategies especially
through enhanced use of electronic means such as the statewide
e-mail system and LSNJtask force folders, aswell as by
consultation with naional experts where appropriate, dl
coordinated through L SNJ— ongoing.

Developing a coordinated, non-duplicative, efficient statewide approach to
recruitment — develop by December 1998; ongoing thereafter.

Increasing LSNJ s effortsto interpret and explain key legal developments
for staff, cooperating attorneys, and clients— ongoing.

Through LSNJ, conducting, coordinating, or facilitating, as appropriate
necessary client representation and advocacy at the national level —
ongoing.

Preserving and expanding the capacity of Legal Servicesto provide essential legal
assistance to digibl e clients, including:

Monitoring the IOLTA liti gation and working to preserve IOLTA funding,
and working to secure sate repl acement funding if necessary —
ongoing through period.

Working to expand Legal Services private funding base statewide,
including a major gifts initiati ve — ongoing.

Developing better integration, cooperation and coordination of
representation efforts with the state’ s non-Legal Services legal
assistance providers, in order to form an effective statewide legal
assistance web and network, subject to the inevitable limitations on
such efforts which may result from differences in organizational
mission — begin in fal | of 1998; ongoing.
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Through close cooperation with the State Bar and other relevant
organizations, expanding volunteer efforts to supplement Legal
Services work, including improvinglocal pro bono efforts through
statewide support and guidelines; continuing the very successful
development of corporate counsd pro bono programs; continuing
to develop specialized statewide pro bono panels; and improving
overall coordination through a single statewide information system
that identifies which attorneys are taking such cases — ongoing.

Attempting to leverage greater legal assistance eforts on behalf of the
economically disadvantaged by law schods and other public
interest legal providers, in part by creating new forums to interact
with such providers, including aregular public interest legal round
table convened by L SNJ, and making available appropriate
electronic resources to such providers — ongoing.

Carrying out a more systematic analysis, for each of the principal types of
cases affecting low-income people, the utility and desirability of
complementary and alternative dispute resolution programs as
methods for resolving clients' digoutes satisfactorily, and thento
the extent found desirable, coordinating Legal Services' use of
such mechanisms (this analysis will include examination of
whether it is appropriate for Legal Servicesto serve asan
intermediary in such situations, inlight of conflics that can result)
— special analysis during 1999; appropriate implementation
thereafter.

Further integrating Legal Services work into an effective statewide system,
including:

Further developing atruly integrated and coordinated statewide intake
process, consistent with basic statewide tenetswhich emphasize
convenience and accessibility to clients, and med confidentiality
requirements. These tenets include at a minimum:

A multi-door concept, under which clients can have a variety of
possible initial points of entry to the statewide Legal Services
system, but dl such points will efficiently channel the clients
promptly to the most appropriate point of service.

A single coordinated statewide approach to publicizing the
availability of services, with the statewide 888 number being
the only one advertised.

All programs will provide —or will pass on to the LSNJ statewide
hotline to provide —prompt telephone advice to eligiblecallers,
if the program is not going to provide extended representation.

No client will be required to appear personally at an office just to
beinitially screened as to whether the client is eligible for
service; calerswill be screened on the telephone.

Clients will not be required to appear more than once at an office
in order to be seen by a case handler.
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Clients will be screened for eligihbility only once, regardess of their
point of entry into the statewideLegal Services system.

There will be the capacity for immediate switching of cdls from
the hotline to local offices; if appropriate, callersto local
offices will be given the toll-free number to reach the LSNJ
hotline.

Clients who walk into local offices astheir first method of contact
will be responded to promptly and with dignity, and will not be
required to wait in the office for hours simply to see a case
handler.

On normal businessdays, all offices will open at 8:30 or 9:00, will
remain open until 5:00, and will remain open to walk-in dients
and callers throughout the day, including the lunch time period.

No program will set up new local phone intake practices without
coordinating with the statewide hotline.

All programs will explore, and will continue to consider, the
feasibility of some of in-court intake capacity on return dates
for typical Legal Services cases (for example, tenancy court

day).

Programs will enaure that clients receive courteous, prompt,
attentive responses from program staff, and all clients will be
treated with digni ty.

Exploring and experimenting with other approaches to improving client
access, including use of outside computer terminals in homes or
public places, video communication, and any other technology that
holds promise — ongoing.

More systematic experimentation with and evaluaion of the usefulness
and desirability of self help clinics and materials.

Developing a coordinated statewide outreach and community leggl
education strategy, utilizing all new available technologies
wherever possibe, to enhance avareness of legal rights and help
prevent legal problems— design fully by early 1999.

Developing uniform, statewide, cross-county referral, conflict and out-of-
state client acceptance policies — by December 1998.

Ensuring consideration of and responsiveness to the needs of special client
subpopulations, such as migrants, farmworkers, other seasonal and
day-haul workers, youth, seniors, homebound and frail people,
individuals with disabilities, immigrants, non-English speakers,
prisoners, the inditutionalized, and ather vulnerable people with
difficulties accessing lawyers — study as part of statewide need
assessment; complete by end of 1999; consider new experimental
or pilot projects to reach any of these populations (ongoing
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throughout period).

Further developing an integrated statewide public information system
concerning the work of Legal Services— ongoing.

Addressing recurrent problems and issues impeding retention of competent
and experienced staff, particulaly attorneys (wherethe largest
turnover and loss historically has taken place), including
management problems, efforts to echieve salary and benefit levds
comparable to other state and public legal employers, new
approaches to deal with the problem of large law school loans and
soaring private firm salaries, strategies to reduce burnout, and
approaches such as regional sharing of positions which promote
career professional development — ongoing.

Integrating statewide training events with structured follow-up on thejob
by local program management and staff, to ensure maximum
effectiveness — incorporate plan for each training, starting in 1999.

Improving supervision of lega work — ongoing.

Through a new vision and goal of 100% access and other steps,
reenergizing the corps of Legal Services staff, board members and
supporters, and building bridges to new supporters, and thereby
infusing the Legal Services program statewide with a new sense of
purpose, ex citement and commitment — ongoing.

Beginning to develop new leadership for the next Legd Services
generation, and achieving greater diversity in that leadership —
ongoing.

Addressing lack of diversity in certai n programs — ongoing.

Developing afirm cooperative statewide policy for sharing and loaning
staff to other programs to respond to special local crises or
emergencies in the client community, or to make staff resources or
expertise availalde, particularly to smaller programs or offices,
when there aretemporary deficiencies caused by tumover, illness,
emergencies ar other special drcumstances.

Enhance statewide accountability for perf ormance by:
Developing and implementing a new statewide protocol for ongoing
program self-assessment by December 1998.

Finishing work on standardized performance criteria and norms for all
categories of staff, starting with directors — directors and attorneys
completed by December 1998; paralegal s by February 1999; other
staff thereafter.

Setting program performance norms, and updating the statewide program
Performance Criteria— by early 1999.

Continuing with avariety of program technical assistance visits and
evaluations — ongoing.
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Developing auniform core client satisfaction survey for administration
statewide — by early 1999.

Developing a uniform program performance reporting system, which
describes and to the extent possible quantifies a more
comprehensive range of program performance and results inways
other than mere case numbers — by early 1999.

Analyzing and to the extent useful and feasible implementing a statewide
approach to outcome measurement — by mid-1999.

In thefinal analysis, achieving similar, fair and quality treatment, service
and outcomes for clients statewide, regardless of where they live.
(It isunderstood that in some circumstances differences may be
required by special purpose local funding or specia priority local
legal problems, but those local differences should still be identified
through a standardized statewide approach to needs assessment.)
This approach connotes underlying statewide consistency in
priorities and case acceptance practices —ongoing.
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Attachment 1

INTERIM REPORT CONCERNING
PHASE ONE
OF
THE NEW JERSEY LEGAL SERVICES
COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING PROCESS

Prepared by Legal Services of New Jersey
November 30, 1995
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PART ONE
PURPOSE OF THE STATEWIDE PLANNING PROCESS
Legal Servicesin New Jersey has undertaken a comprehensive examination of the
effectiveness and efficiency of every aspect of its program operations, looking to a
"reengineering” of the way legal servicesto low-income people are delivered in the state.
Such a comprehersive review is urgently needed now for severd reasons:
an overall statewide review of New Jersey Legal Services' efficiency and
effectivenessis necessary in light of imminent federal funding cuts, to insure
that Legal Services remaining funding is used as effectively as possible;
the last serious look at one key aspect of New Jersey Legal Services, the
organizational structure and interaction of its programs, occurred in 1981;

with the funding cuts will come new restrictions on the types of cases Legal
Services may accept and the kinds of servicesit may provide, affecting al
fundsin the hands of Legal Services grantees, and forcing Legal Servicesto
consider how to arrange for services critically needed by clients to be provided
in ways othe than through Legal ServicesCorporation-funded basic field
programs; and

with the imminent federal changes, restrictions, auts, or eliminationsin nearly dl

federal programs for the poor, Legal Services clients appear likely to face
unprecedented legal problems and hardships.

There are three fundamental goals for this comprehensive review: to improve the
effectiveness and impact of services, to increase efficiency and maximize the resources
devoted to helping clients, and to increase available resources and other support for Legal
Services.

Legal Services of New Jersey (LSNJ) and the state'slocal project directors
recognized the need for this planning process and review back in the spring of 1995, and
L SNJ commenced a series of meetings among Legal Services program representatives
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and others. As set forth below, it is anticipated that the overall process of review,
planning, and implementation will take eighteen more months for the first phase of this
“reengineering” process, with atarget completion date of July 1, 1997. Many key parts,
however, will bein place by mid-1996. After thefirst phase, there will be planningfor a
second phase, starting in 1998.

By mid-1995, the federal Legal Services Corporation (LSC) lent its own impetus
to the planning process, by requiring its grantees to engage in a statewide planning
process to address the many ramifications of the changesin federal Legal Services
funding. The LSC imposed a deadline of November 1,1995 for submission of each "state
plan.”

This document was prepared to respond to that L SC request, and represents a
summary of New Jersey's preliminary planning and reengineering efforts. The complete
two-year first phase reengineering effort (June 1995 through June 1997) will include the
following activities: research, information-gathering and analysis, meetings with Legal
Services directors, staff, board members, bar |eaders, community representatives, and
other interested parties; site visits by LSNJ teams to all New Jersey Legal Services offices
and programs, to assess current operations and gather relevant information; working
committees to address the various restructuring projects, detailed below; consideration of
possible program consolidation and reconfiguration by still other working groups; data-
gathering concerning and discussions with outside providers of legal assistance to low-

income people in the state, to assessthe extent and likely future impact of their

operations; and visits to high-quality Legal Services programsin other states.

PART TWO -
THE CONTEXT FOR THE PLANNING AND REENGINEERING PROCESS
Transcending all other contextual factors are two facts: the depth and extent of

poverty in New Jersey isincreasing, and the demand for help made on Legal Services
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offices continues to increase, and is overwhelming staff.

Coupled with this inareased poverty and demand is stagnation or reduction in
available resources. State and IOLTA funding have reached a plateau, federal funding
will decline by at least 40% ($3 million) statewide in 1996, and local sources are either
declining or flat.

Competitive grantmaking, to be introduced for LSC grantsin 1996, threatens to
place undue emphasis on cost - as distinguished from quality or effectiveness - asthe
major criterion for making grant awards. While cost has not been the primary focus of
thefirst RFP, it threatens to take on increased, if not predominant, importance in the
future.

Competitive bidding thus combines with increased demand and diminished
resources to form a strangulating triad, creating disproportionately high pressure for very
brief service to the largest possible number of people, and diminishing encouragement of
the in-depth and extended |egal representation which is necessary to resolve a many of the
problems which clients bring to Legal Services Seenin thisway, Legal Services
immediate future could take on the most undesirable characteristics of the pre-1965 legal
aid societies, which with rare exception provided only very brief advice and occasional
referral, and shunned virtually all direct representetion in litigation or any other ongoing

basis.
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PART THREE -
THE STATUS OF LEGAL SERVICES IN NEW JERSEY

New Jersey's Legd Services system has been in existence for thirty years, and has
provided assistance to well over 1 million clients. Collectively Lega Services has an
extraordinarily positive reputation with the state's judiciary, executive branch, legislature
and organized bar. The state's fifteen Legal Services programs have managed to retain
very substantial numbers of expert, experienced and dedicated staff. Buttressed by Legal
Services, these staff constitute aformidable resource of institutional knowledge about
how to address the legal problems of impoverished people.

Issues which LSNJ and local programs will be working on during the planning
and reengineering process include maintaining a balance beween individual casework
and the ability to impact on the repetitive and most serious legal problems of the
disadvantaged; breaking down specialty and other isolation within programs and
geographical isolation between programs; overcoming the retreat of some programs and
staff from having avisible and physical presencein their dient communities (whereit has
occurred, this retreat has been aresult of too many years with too few resources to serve
even those clients who walk in the door); and vastly enhancing Legal Services
coordination and cooperation among programs, tying them even more into asingle,

closely integrated statewide delivery system.
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PART FOUR -
THE MISSION OF LEGAL SERVICES IN NEW JERSEY

Lega Services existsto provide essential legal aid for significant civil legal

problems to people who cannot otherwise afford legal help. Thislegal assistance should:

Include the full range of services necessary to address clients' problems, which
can, depending upon the matter, vary from brief advice and referral to
litigation and representation in non-judicial forums

Address the most pressing and serious legal matters affecting impoverished
people in the geographical service area. "Most pressingand serious” includes
situations where aperson is a defendant in alegal proceeding where thereis
some significart interest at stake where adequae relief for animportant claim
or situation can only be secured through the legal system or legal processes,
and where a lawyer is necessary as a practical matter to provide such defense
or secure such relief.

Be available toall major segmerts of the low-income population. Legal Services
unique strength isits ability to build and retain an experienced and expert core
staff to provide specialized legal assistance in areas of law affecting
financially disadvantaged people. It should strive to utilize such expertise to
identify recurrent patterns of significant problems affecting disadvantaged
people, learning from past work and avoiding inefficient, repetitious conduct.
Lega Services should also maximize efficiency and effectiveness by
coordinating its efforts on a statewide basis in a highly synchronized way.
Lega Servicesin New Jersey is a statewide system, with the vast mgjority of
its resources being made available at the state level. Asaresult, certain
statewide parameters and norms of conduct are necessary and appropriate.

Key to thisvision of a statewide, integrated legal assistance ddivery system are

the following elanents:

25



In each county, Legal Services must consciously seeitself as and serve asthe
principal entry point for all requests for help from this state's legd assistance
delivery system. This|26R6y sary to achieve maximum effectiveness or
efficiency, Legd Services must participate in statewide or regional
collaborative efforts to improve and sreamline service del ivery.

Legal Services must constantly strive to build itsinstitutional expertise, at an
office, program, and statewide level, and to make useful information from that
expertise, on law, legal rights and the legal system, available tofinancially
disadvantaged people.
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PART FIVE -
THE EXTENT OF THE NEED FOR CIVIL LEGAL ASSISTANCE IN NEW JERSEY
A wealth of infortive/financial salaries saved, offset by additional cost of
personnel addedto alarger consolidated administrative operation. (*Many of these
savings could be realized by consolidating financial operationsin a singe statewide
entity, effectively purchasing such service from a service bureau.)

* Savings from consolidated audit.

Savings from reduced administrative time-on-task (fewer grant
applications, reports, etc.), offset by greater time-on-task costs
because of size-driven, more complex management/administrative
issues.

Upward effect on statewide salary and bendfit costs from “leveling up.”

*Savings from bulk purchasing or contracting advantage (insurance,
library, supplies, equipment, service contracts, etc.).

Additional costs from greater intraoffice travel (for meetings).

Higher personnel costs from heightened regulation (ERISA, COBRA, €tc.)
that attaches to | arger cor porate entity.

Additional costs because of formal labor-management structure.

One-time reorgani zation costs.

Possible time/travel savings from having court cases handled by
casehandlers situated close to the courts or agencies where the
hearings are being held, offset by factors militating against such
case transfers (forcing client to travel to see more distant
casehandler; diminished quality if distant transferee casehandler is
not directly familiar with client or client’s case).

*Savings from technological and administrative uniformity.

B. What will bethe eff ect on client access, if any?
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* Enhanced by statewide use of telephone advice and wider centralized
intake?

Risk that some offices will be closed?

Risk that some newly-created spedalists will be moregeographicdly
distant from some sectors of the client population, as contrasted with
the previous small-office generalist days?

Easier access for clients who livenear current service area borders?

Less (no) access of clients with conflicts to staff attorneysin a newly
consolidated program (if under the current multiple-program
configuration programs currently refer clients who are conflicted out to
staff attorneysin neighboring Legal Services programs).

What will be the effect on overall qudity of services?

Larger staff offers potential for greater specialization, offset by the need to
regulate and limit this specialization in order to avoid the dangers of
over-specialization (but see offset (B)(3), above).

*Larger staff offers chance to broaden priorities to encompass areas
beyond traditional major Legal Servicespriorities (e.g., environmental
justice, education law, community development, etc.).

*Potentially greater ability to retain experienced staff because of more
classic hierarchical structure, greater career ladder, etc. (but offset by
higher cost of attracting/keeping more experienced staff).

*Greater flexibility in shifting staff to cover vacancies or respond to
disasters and othe emergencies.

Potentially less responsiveness to local community needs as center of
power and decision-making moves away from that community (but can
be offset by various mechanisms which |eave those decisions in the

hands of local community/bar representatives, managers and staff).
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1. *Ability to develop common strategies for problems that affect

multiple areas of the state.

1. Other factors

Geography and demographics:. size of state; diversity of client population and
problems; location of client population (whether widely dispersed,
concentrated in afew areas, or densely packed and relatively constant
throughout most of state).

Size of current programs and offices: very small (five or fewer attorneys) offices
can present particular problems and needs.

*Potenti al for unified fundraising (offset by potentially |ess contact between
central authority and local funders).

*Less isolation from being part of larger program, offset by lower morale from
sense of loss of control as physcal distance from decision-making authority
Increases.

Ability to attract more experienced administrator to more challenging, larger
program, offset by greater risk stemming from the much more pervasive effect
that abad administrator can have in such alarger program, and by alarge
program director’ s necessarily greater distance from —and lack of connection
to — day-to-day casework and advocacy (which in turn can be ameliorated by
more creative organizationa approaches).

Will there be a higher level of political insulation in alarger program, or isit
actually more visible and vulnerable to attack and restriction, and in any event
is any possible insulation offset by the loss of rootednessin local communities
and the consequent loss of a sense of ownership by those communities
political and organizational forces?

Degree of disruption that can accompany any consolidation, and degree of bad
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feding that can endure after any forced merger.
Position of local bars, community groups, politicians, and other organizations.
Potentia loss of shared culture and history.
Potential suppression of innovation and creativity in a more monolithic, larger
consolidated institution.
Whether merger is a necessary, optimal strategy to deal with underperforming

programs or problematic directors or boards.
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Attachment 8

Fundamental Principles Guiding any Proposed Program
Reconfiguration
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The following ten principles were established in 1995 during Phase One of the
New Jersey Legal Services Planningand Reingineering Process, and will be applied by
LSNJasit considers any proposals for consolidation:

A merger proposal will be approved only if it appears to hold potential for
improving the quality or quantity of servicesto dients, and that such gains
are likely to outweigh any costs or drawbadks.

In general, the desired target size for the resulting program will be between 12 and
25 attorneys, along with normal levels of supporting staff.

In-county funding (e.g., United Way, county) must remain in the county providing
it, unless the funding source gives permission otherwise.

Over time, consolidated programs should phase in relative equalization (based on
poverty population) of their non-county based funding among the counties
in their service aea, with due regard to the possible need to concentrate
resources in areas with highly impacted extreme poverty, such as major
cities.

To the extent possible all current staffed county central offices should remain, to
maintain a strong presence in and connection to every county, and
maintain at least current levels of client physical access. Physical
propinquity to clientsisakey value.

Existing program staff whose roles may be collapsed or changed must be given
every opportunity (and preference if qualified) to fill newly created jobs
and roles.

Board composition (viewed by county) should be proportionate to the client
populations and other relevant fectors (e.g., proporti ons of local funding)
in those counties, although achievement of this objective may need to be
phased in over afew years.

There will have to be plans for effective mechaniams, which could be county
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advisory councils or other suitable approaches, to ensure meaningful client
and other local input into program policy decisons.
Efficiencies and redirections of resources to client services should be achieved

wherever feasible through centralized administration.
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Attachment 9

Requirements of a Consolidation Plan
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To be approved by LSNJ, any merger proposd between two or mare programs
also would have to be set out in aforma Reorganization Flan, which must:

Be consistent with a comprehensive statewide plan and map as to how the
state would best fit together as awhole, and not |eave any county or
areaisolated.

Enhance or at least preserve current levels of client access, unless resource
cuts make a diminution of access inevitable.

Be consonant with client population demographics, ensuring that no major
concentration of low-income people would be left without effective
access.

Detail the key elements of how the program would operate (board
organization, staffing, officelocation, specidization, number and use
of paralegals, identity of key personnel, service enhancements or
diminutions, location of staff, and use of circuit-riding, anong other
things).

Identify all proposed savings (by way of either expenditure reduction or
redirection to services), net of dl increased cods.

Describe how any advisory councils would be composed and function, or
any alternative methods for ensuring local input.

Explain how each county’s identity, presence, and local funding would be
preserved and strengthened.

Describe how intake would be handled.

Describe how cross-fertilization of specialists would be ensured and how
communication would take place within the program

Describe how supervision, evaluation and administration would be carried
out.

Set out theinitial plan for allocating all resources.
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